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PART 1 (Importance of the manuscript) 

	
	Comments of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback 


	Please write a few sentences regarding the importance of this manuscript for the scientific community. A minimum of 3-4 sentences may 
be required for this part.
	
This manuscript addresses a highly relevant and critical topic in modern aquaculture: finding sustainable, cost-effective, and environmentally friendly alternatives to commercial fish meal. By utilizing fish processing waste to produce fish silage, the study offers a dual-benefit solution that mitigates environmental pollution from market by-products while driving down feed production costs. Given that the red-bellied pacu (Piaractus brachypomus) is an emerging species with significant aquaculture potential due to its fast growth and hardiness, establishing standardized data for its nutrition is valuable. The findings provide an important preliminary benchmark for partial protein substitution (up to 50%) under controlled tank conditions, which is highly beneficial to the scientific community working on sustainable aquafeed formulation.

	



PART 2.1 (Objective Evaluation)

	
	Rating of the Reviewers
	Author’s Feedback (Revision of the Manuscript and Feedback of Authors are mandatory for Rating of 2 and 1)

	1. Is the title clear and appropriate for the study? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	2. Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	3. Are the keywords appropriate and useful?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	4. Is the background information of the paper sufficient and well organized?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	5. Are the research objectives/hypotheses clearly stated?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	6. Is the literature review relevant and up to date?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	7. Is the research methodology appropriate for the study?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	3
	

	8. Were ethical issues properly addressed (if applicable)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	4
	

	9. Are the results presented clearly? 
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	      4
	

	10. Are tables and figures clear, relevant, and necessary?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable


	      3
	

	11. Does the discussion relate findings to existing literature?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	      4
	

	12. Are the conclusions supported by the data?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	     4
	

	13. Are the limitations of the study discussed?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor N/A = Not Applicable
	
      5
	

	14. Are the references relevant and sufficient (in number)?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	      4
	

	15. Is the manuscript written in clear and understandable language?
Rating Scale: 
5 = Excellent 4 = Good 3 = Satisfactory 2 = Needs Improvement 1 = Poor 
N/A = Not Applicable
	     4
	



PART 2.2 (Subjective Evaluation)

	
	Reviewer’s comment

	Author’s Feedback (It is mandatory that authors should write his/her feedback here)


	Is the title of the article suitable?

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	The title correctly reflects the species, life stage, and core objective. An alternative focused on optimization and sustainability could be:
Optimizing Aquafeed Sustainability: Fish Silage as a Partial Replacement for Fish Meal in Pacu (Piaractus brachypomus, Cuvier 1818) Diets
	

	Is the abstract of the article comprehensive? 
s
If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement.

	The abstract should be more synthetic, concise, and impact-driven. To improve clarity for the readers, the authors should shorten the introductory context and focus strictly on the core quantitative results. It is recommended to structure it or ensure it includes: 1) A single sentence on the objective; 2) Concise methodology (90 days, 5 diets, 15 tanks); 3) Exact key metrics (with specific values for SGR, FCR, and survival rate for the optimal T2 group); and 4) A clear, one-sentence concluding takeaway. Extraneous background text should be removed to keep the abstract under a tight, high-impact word count.
	

	Is the manuscript scientifically correct? 

If your answer is NO, please provide a brief, clear suggestion for improvement
.
	The authors should carefully review and rectify the minor numerical discrepancies present in the text, as acknowledged in the study's limitations.
To transition this research from a preliminary tank-based trial to a scientifically validated commercial alternative, the manuscript needs to incorporate fundamental biochemical data, specifically the proximate chemical composition and lipid oxidation parameters (TBARS) of the formulated diets.
Given that the silage is derived from market waste, establishing its microbial safety profiles (e.g., absence of pathogens) is crucial.
The inclusion of a basic economic cost-benefit evaluation is strongly advised to demonstrate the actual financial feasibility of substituting fish meal with fish silage.
	

	Are the references sufficient and recent? 
(YES or NO)

If your answer is NO, please provide clear suggestion for improvement.

	The current reference list is comprehensive, relevant, and properly covers the historical and foundational aspects of fish silage utilization in aquaculture; however, it could be further enhanced by incorporating some more recent studies from the 2025–2026 period to better reflect the latest advancements in alternative protein sourcing.
Anbarasan, R., Tiwari, B. K., & Mahendran, R. (2024). Upcycling of seafood side streams for circularity. In Advances in Food and Nutrition Libonatti, C. C., Agüería, D. A., & Breccia, J. (2023). Fish waste silage, a green process for low feedstock availability. A Review. Agronomía Mesoamericana, 34(2).Research (Vol. 108, pp. 179-221). Academic Press.

	

	Are there ethical issues in this manuscript?
(YES or NO)

(If yes, kindly please write down the ethical issues here in details)

	NO
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